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Executive Summary   
Forest collaboratives have emerged throughout the western U.S. as a governance model to 
address complex ecological challenges that occur at the landscape scale across multiple 
landownerships and jurisdictional boundaries. Collaborative groups typically involve multiple 
parties with diverse interests working together to address complex management challenges.  
Collaboratives often provide input on or make recommendations about public lands actions and 
decisions.  The Blues Stewardship Project was developed to better understand the size, 
composition, participation, and diversity of forest collaboratives and to identify organizations 
that may not currently be represented at the collaborative ‘table.’ 
 
The study focuses on five collaborative groups in the Blue Mountains region of eastern Oregon 
and southeastern Washington, an area that includes four national forests as well as other 
federal, state, tribal and private forests and rangelands.  By understanding the depth and 
diversity of Blue Mountains collaboratives, we can evaluate their capability to engage a broad 
range of public interests.  The report uses social network diagrams to show the composition of 
each forest collaborative and then examines the aggregate social network of all five 
collaboratives.  Social network diagrams were developed based on analysis of meeting minutes 
and attendance records for each collaborative.  We show variation among collaboratives by 
size, participation levels, and group composition.  
 
A second component of the project investigated groups involved in Blue Mountains area forests 
as formal appellants or objectors or as litigants. We studied legal cases filed by organizations for 
the four national forests over a 10-year period. We also studied objections and appeals filed 
over a 7-year period.  We then compared the objector/appellant and litigator networks with 
the participation networks of collaboratives to identify groups that were not participants in the 
Blue Mountains collaborative network.  Several key findings are highlighted: 
 
 The size of Blue Mountains collaboratives ranged from 31 to 57 groups whose 
representative(s) attended at least one meeting or event over the 18-month period.  
The average for all five Blue Mountains collaboratives was 41 groups.    
 
 ‘Core participants,’ who attended at least 50 percent of meetings or events, were fewer 
in number.  The average number of core members for Blue Mountains collaboratives 
was 13 (32% of the total participating groups).   
 
 Most collaboratives had diverse participation overall, with an average of 10 different 
group categories involved.  The average number of different types of groups involved as 
‘core participants,’ however, was 6, indicating less diversity among core participants.   
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 Several groups participated in multiple collaboratives. Known as ‘bridgers,’ these groups 
may reflect unique capacity or special interest in managing across the landscape scale.  
Bridging organizations also may be conduits for knowledge- sharing among networks.  
 
 Thirty-one groups were plaintiffs in new legal cases filed against one or more of the four 
Blue Mountains national forests between 2004 and 2014. Of those, only three were 
participants in the Blue Mountains collaboratives network. Environmental/conservation 
groups were the most numerous litigants.  
 
 The objector/appellant analysis indicated that 32 groups filed objections or appeals to 
national forest decisions between 2007 and 2014. Of those, 13 were participants in the 
Blue Mountains collaborative network. Environmental/conservation and forestry and 
restoration industry were the dominant objectors and appellants. 
 
The findings have several important implications for the health and viability of collaboratives. 
 
 Collaboratives vary in size and composition and thus may require different types of 
support to remain viable. Smaller collaboratives may require added technical capacity or 
expertise. Larger collaboratives may need help with facilitation. Less diverse 
collaboratives may want to seek ways to engage other voices. Collaboratives with a 
more diverse membership may need help integrating multiple viewpoints to reach 
decisions.  There is no one-size-fits-all approach to improving capacity. 
 
 Balance among the different group categories participating within a collaborative is 
important. Collaboratives with just one representative of a particular category may 
deliberate differently than collaboratives with three representatives of that category.  
Groups dominated by a particular set of interests may find that the scope of work is 
shaped by members who participate most frequently. 
 
 Most organizations focus their efforts on smaller geographic regions, such as one or 
more national forests. Groups working across multiple collaboratives or engaged with 
multiple forests might be candidates for outreach for landscape scale engagement.  
 
 A significant portion of groups involved in litigation or who have filed objections or 
appeals do not participate in collaboratives.  Outreach strategies that reach beyond the 
collaboratives will likely be needed to engage with these groups.  
 
The Blues Stewardship Project is a joint endeavor between the US Forest Service (USFS) Pacific 
Northwest Research Station and Portland State University.  The project supports efforts by the 
Blue Mountains forest collaboratives and the USFS Blue Mountains Restoration Strategy ID 
Team to strengthen public engagement and outreach capacity for the Eastside Accelerated 
Restoration Strategy.  In Phase II, we will use a rapid social network analysis to explore how 
groups participating in the collaboratives work together beyond the collaboratives and how 
information about forest restoration flows between groups and across the collaboratives.    
Draft - Please do not cite without permission 
6 
 
Blues Stewardship Project Overview 
This report describes results from Phase I of the Blues Stewardship Project, a joint endeavor 
between scientists at the US Forest Service Pacific Northwest Research Station and Portland 
State University. The project supports efforts by the forest collaboratives in eastern Oregon and 
the U.S. Forest Service Blue Mountains Restoration Strategy ID Team to strengthen public 
engagement and outreach capacity for the Eastside Accelerated Restoration Strategy. 
 
The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Region 6 adopted the Eastside Acceleration Restoration Strategy 
in 2013 with the goal of returning large areas of forest to healthier conditions while reducing 
the time it takes to complete environmental impact analyses. The USFS identified forest 
collaboratives as a major focus of community engagement efforts for accelerated 
restoration in the Blue Mountains (USFS, 2012). Table 1 shows the forest collaboratives 
and national forests included in the Blues Stewardship Project study area; Figure 1 shows 
the location of the four national forests included in the study.  
 
Table 1 – Forest collaboratives and national forests in the Blue Mountains region 
Forest Collaborative 
Date 
Established 
Focal National 
Forest 
Blue Mountains Forest Partners (BMFP) 2006 Malheur 
Harney County Restoration Collaborative (HCRC)  2008 Malheur 
Umatilla Forest Collaborative Group (UFCG) 2011 Umatilla 
Ochoco Forest Restoration Collaborative (OFRC) 2012 Ochoco 
Wallowa-Whitman Forest Collaborative (WWFC) 2012 Wallowa-Whitman 
 
Several restoration projects in the Blue Mountains area are underway or being planned.  Some 
projects occur on specific national forests, such as the Lower Joseph Canyon restoration project 
on the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest.  The Blues-Wide Forest Restoration and Resiliency 
Project requires coordination across multiple forests to analyze strategic fuel treatments, dry 
forest restoration and resiliency treatments across 500,000 acres.  The public may provide 
feedback on these restoration projects through the NEPA process.  
 
Collaboratives are one avenue for engaging interested groups in accelerated restoration.  Our 
study examines which groups took part in the Blue Mountains forest collaboratives between 
January 2013 and June 2014 and the frequency of participation. We also inventory the groups 
that filed objections, appeals, or lawsuits on the four national forests in the Blue Mountains 
during the past 10 years, and compare that list with groups participating in the collaboratives. 
Based on our findings, we identify key questions that the collaboratives can use to inform the 
discussions already occurring about whether and how to engage a broader section of the 
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public. The purpose of our report is to provide information that can help the collaboratives 
move those discussions forward.  
 
 
  Figure 1 – Blue Mountains region and its four national forests 
Purpose and Content of the Final Report 
This report describes the composition of forest collaboratives active in the Blue Mountains and 
eastern Oregon and groups that have engaged in objections, appeals, or legal action over forest 
management projects in the region. As such, it serves as a reference tool for forest 
collaborative members, land managers and local planners in eastern Oregon and Washington, 
and the Blue Mountains Restoration Strategy ID team. We refer to the constellation of groups 
associated with a collaborative as a “social network.” By network, we mean a set of groups or 
individuals who are connected in some way. In the case of the forest collaborative networks 
described here, the connection is that groups depicted in each of the collaborative network 
diagrams have participated in at least one collaborative meeting or field trip. By understanding 
the number and diversity of groups involved in each forest collaborative, as well as the groups 
involved in objections, appeals, and lawsuits, we provide a starting point for the collaboratives 
to evaluate the extent to which they engage a broad range of public interests. 
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The social networks we describe for the collaboratives are basic descriptive networks known in 
the scientific literature as “ego networks.”1  The type of ego networks we created show only 
which groups participated in the collaboratives and do not depict relations between the 
participating groups (a different type of ego network).  A more complex type of network, known 
as a full social network, describes the connections among groups that make up a particular 
network and the relative strength of those relations.  Full social networks can reveal how 
participating groups share information and resources, communicate ideas, or strategize to 
achieve goals. In Phase II, we will construct a full social network of the collaboratives in the Blue 
Mountains region that shows the flow of information and resources throughout the network. 
 
The baseline social network diagrams depicted in this report are useful for identifying potential 
gaps and “thin” areas in participation in the collaboratives and highlighting opportunities to 
expand public engagement around forest restoration. They also may be useful for identifying 
groups that the collaboratives and the Blue Mountains Restoration Strategy ID Team may wish 
to include in their public engagement and outreach efforts.  
 
The remainder of the report consists of the following sections: 
 
 Social network analysis overview: Summarizes what social network analysis is, the 
techniques social scientists use to describe social networks, and the ways in which social 
network analysis is used. 
 
 Baseline social networks of the collaboratives: Describes how we constructed the basic 
social networks (ego networks) of collaborative groups based on formal participation; 
and, through a series of diagrams, depicts the network structure and composition of 
that network. 
 
 Inventory of groups engaging in objections, appeals, or lawsuits: Describes how we 
constructed the objector, appellant, litigator (OAL) inventories and network diagrams. 
 
 Key patterns and implications for outreach and public engagement: Describes 
participation and relationship patterns revealed in the collaborative networks and OAL 
inventories and discusses the implications of these patterns for outreach and public 
engagement. 
  
                                                             
1 See the recommended readings list at the end of the report for a list of references on social network 
analysis and Appendix 4 for a detailed description of social network analysis. 
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Constructing the Collaborative Networks 
Knowing which groups are already active in forest collaboratives is the first step in 
understanding how to focus broad-based public engagement and outreach efforts in the 
Blue Mountains region.  In constructing basic social networks for the collaboratives, we 
draw attention to which groups are currently participating in the collaboratives and 
whether groups are absent or thinly represented. Those not engaged in forest 
collaboratives may be considered for additional outreach.  
We began by developing an inventory 
of all groups participating in the 
collaboratives. We then created a series 
of social network diagrams to depict 
the composition of each of the five 
collaboratives. Box 1 describes how to 
read the social network diagrams. 
It is important to emphasize that the 
network diagrams depict participation 
rather than membership in the 
collaboratives. Formal collaborative 
members (including voting and non-
voting members) participate in 
collaborative meetings, as do non-
members, including interested 
members of the general public, 
observers, technical experts, or media representatives. As a result, the networks depicted 
in our study show groups that are formal members of the collaboratives as well as non-
members. 
Constructing the participation networks - We used attendance records from collaborative 
meetings and field tours to construct the social networks. We included only meetings and 
field trips held over the 18-month period between January 2013 and June 2014. We 
selected January 2013 as the starting date because two of the collaboratives were not 
established until late 2012. The basic building blocks of the network are the organizations 
participating in the collaboratives rather than the individuals representing those 
organizations. When a participant’s organizational affiliation was not mentioned in 
attendance records, we consulted publicly available documents, such as employee lists and 
media reports, to identify the appropriate organization for that individual.  
Box 1 – Network diagram guide 
Each network diagram has information about three 
aspects of the collaboratives’ social networks: nodes, 
attributes, and relations. 
 
Nodes, which are shown by circles, triangles, 
diamonds, or squares, represent groups or participants 
in the network. Each node has an identification code. 
Appendix 1 lists each group and its identification code. 
 
Node attributes, which are indicated by the color or 
size of shapes, are either interest group categories or 
USFS administrative levels. The legend at the bottom 
of each diagram explains what the node attribute 
colors and sizes mean. 
 
Relations, which are indicated by lines, show the 
linkage between individual groups and the 
collaborative. The type of ego networks shown do not 
show relations between participating groups.  
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The collaborative groups in the Blue Mountains region differed considerably in frequency 
of meetings or field trips. For example, the Blue Mountains Forest Partners met at least 23 
times during the 18-month study period. Other groups met much less frequently. Some 
collaboratives may have met, but did not keep minutes. Table 2 shows the meetings and 
field trips we used to construct the social network diagrams. 
 Table 2 – Meetings and field trips for each collaborative (January 2013 and June 2014)* 
Collaborative 
Total 
number of 
meetings 
held 
Total 
number of 
field trips 
held 
Total 
number 
of events 
held 
Average 
attendance 
per 
meeting 
Blue Mountains Forest Partners 13 10 23 12 
Harney County Restoration Collaborative 2 3 5 20 
Ochoco Forest Restoration Collaborative 15 1 16 21 
Umatilla Forest Collaborative Group 13 0 13 25 
Wallowa-Whitman Forest Collaborative 13 1 14 12 
 *Other meetings or field trips may have occurred for which no minutes were available.  
 
Attendance records show the extent to which organizations participated in the 
collaborative network and help us assess the network size. The attendance records also 
can be used to measure the ‘strength’ of each organization’s ties to the network. We 
assumed that groups participating more frequently had stronger network ties.  In addition 
to evaluating the social network size and the strength of ties to the collaborative, we also 
can show the diversity of the social network for each collaborative. Research has shown 
that the size of collaboratives and diversity of participation are indicators of durability and 
enhanced social capacity (Keough and Blahna 2006; Brody 2003). 
   
To assess collaborative diversity, we grouped the organizations into 12 major categories 
that capture the variety of organizations involved in forest governance in the Blue 
Mountains. Table 3 lists the categories along with a brief description and examples. We 
then assigned each organization that participated in the collaborative into one of the 12 
categories. We relied on information from organizational websites and public documents 
to categorize organizations. Because of the role that the USFS plays in the collaboratives, 
we created a separate category for USFS participants. We then grouped USFS employees 
into sub-groups corresponding to administrative levels (Ranger Districts, National Forest, 
and Other USFS). We recognize that organizations may fit in multiple categories and that 
there could be different perceptions of ideal placement.  
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Table 3 – Organizational categories used in the network diagrams 
Category Description Example groups 
Access/Recreation 
Groups with a strong interest in 
maintaining public access to roads and 
trails on public land; recreation groups 
Forest Access for All 
Oregon State Snowmobile 
Association. 
Community/ Economic 
Development 
Groups focused on improving local 
economies or community well-being 
Wallowa Resources 
Collaboratives 
Collaborative groups in the Blue 
Mountains region 
Blue Mountain Forest Partners 
Environmental/ 
Conservation 
Groups whose mission focuses on 
conserving, protecting, or preserving 
natural resources or ecosystems 
Defenders of Wildlife  
The Nature Conservancy 
Western Environmental Law Center 
Forestry and 
Restoration Industry 
 
Groups or firms managing private timber 
lands, harvesting or processing forest 
products, implementing forest restoration 
activities, or advocating for forest product 
or restoration industries 
Association of Oregon Loggers 
Grayback Forestry 
Malheur Lumber Company  
 
Local/Regional/ 
State Government 
Groups involved in political governance or 
judicial decision-making; does not include 
natural resource departments 
Harney County Commissioner  
Central Oregon Intergovernmental 
Council 
Public Natural 
Resource Management  
Public or quasi-public organizations 
focused on natural resource or 
environmental management 
Bureau of Land Management  
N. Fork John Day Watershed Council  
OR Watershed Enhancement Board 
Ranching 
Groups or firms involved in livestock 
production or processing, or that provide 
support for the livestock industry 
Clark Cattle Company 
Oregonians for A Wolf-Free Oregon 
Wallowa Co. Stockgrowers Assoc. 
Research/Education/ 
Extension 
Groups conducting or supporting 
research, education, or extension related 
to forest restoration.  
Oregon State University Extension  
Sustainable Northwest 
University of Washington 
Tribal  
Groups representing federally recognized 
and non-federally recognized tribes or 
their members 
Center for Tribal Water Advocacy  
Nez Perce Tribe 
Other 
Groups that don’t fit well into any of the 
above categories 
Eastern Oregon Mining Association 
Elgin Museum & Historical Society 
U.S. Forest Service   
   - Ranger District 
Ranger Districts or National Recreation 
Areas  
Eagle Cap Ranger District 
Hells Canyon NRA 
   - National Forest National Forests Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 
   - Other USFS 
USFS Regional Office, Washington Office, 
special units 
Region 6, Blue Mountains 
Restoration Strategy ID Team 
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Precautions on interpreting the network data - Constructing social networks based on data 
obtained from documents has several limitations. The approach depends on the existence 
of a complete set of meeting notes or minutes. Undocumented meetings, missing minutes, 
and gaps in the minutes limited the extent to which it was possible to provide a complete 
picture of participation in the collaboratives. There may have been groups in attendance at 
meetings that were not captured in our analysis. Moreover, some meeting minutes may not 
have listed participants or presented an incomplete list. The collaborative networks 
depicted in this report accurately represent what was recorded in meeting or field trip 
minutes. 
 
Second, some meeting minutes listed individuals and the organizations they represented, 
while others identified only individuals with no affiliation. In a few cases, we were unable to 
identify the affiliation for individuals and these individuals were omitted from the network 
diagrams, since the focus was on organizations. Additionally, some attendees may have 
represented multiple organizations, but unless this was stated in the minutes, it was unclear 
which organization the attendee was formally representing.  
 
Third, although the minutes provided data about meeting participants, they were not 
recorded in a manner that allows us to depict relationships among the participants. The 
exceptions are the aggregate five-collaborative networks that begin to show some 
relational patterns, such as groups that participated in multiple collaboratives. In our 
second phase of research, we will construct a full network of social relations among groups. 
 
Lastly, the minutes were not recorded in a way that would have allowed us to determine 
how attendees participated. In most cases, it is not possible to tell from the minutes the 
frequency with which different participants spoke or the types of input they offered. 
Analysis of the minutes gives us a sense of the frequency of participation by different 
groups or individuals, but does not allow us to evaluate the intensity or depth of 
participation in the collaborative. 
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Forest Collaborative Networks:   Key Patterns and Themes 
The diagrams and charts in this section illustrate how the collaboratives in the Blue Mountains 
region differ in terms of numbers and diversity of participating groups. Since the frequency of 
participation in the collaboratives varied greatly, we developed two different network diagrams 
to distinguish between frequent and infrequent participants (Box 2). Compete networks show 
all organizations that attended at least one collaborative meeting during the study period. Core 
networks show all organizations that attended 50 percent or more of a collaborative’s meetings 
in the study period. 
 
We also combined the networks of all five Blue Mountains region forest collaboratives to 
create an aggregate complete network and an aggregate core network. The aggregate 
diagrams are useful for identifying 
groups that participate in multiple 
collaboratives. They also show how 
the collaboratives differ in their 
composition. Groups that participate 
in multiple collaboratives are 
particularly important for landscape-
scale forest restoration because they 
are potentially “bridging 
organizations” and may be key groups 
to involve in projects that cross 
national forest boundaries. 
 
Because attendance records did not 
always include all participants, study 
results should be interpreted cautiously, 
and as indicative of general patterns of 
participation. Additionally, we used 
groups rather than individuals to create the network. Consequently, if an individual shifted jobs 
but continued to participate under their new affiliation, there would be more continuity within 
the network than would be immediately apparent by simply looking at a list of groups. 
Conversely, because the diagrams focus on groups rather than individuals, it is not possible to 
tell whether the same individual participates in multiple collaboratives on behalf of a group, or if 
different group representatives are attending. Long-standing relations within collaboratives 
build trust, which can enhance collaborative success. These social relationships will be explored 
in future research phases. 
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Blue Mountains Forest Partners (BMFP) 
The BMFP’s complete network shows that a diverse set of 31 organizations participated in 
meetings and events (Figure 2a).  The USFS and forestry and restoration industry groups were 
most heavily represented.  The core network (Figure 2b) was surprisingly small (five groups) 
relative to the size of the complete network.  Forestry and restoration industry groups 
dominated the core network. The USFS had a substantial presence in the complete network and 
the Blue Mountain Ranger District was most active in the core network. 
 
 
 
Figure 2 – Blue Mountains Forest Partners complete network (a) and core network (b). Core 
network includes groups that attended 50 percent or more of the meetings or field trips. 
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Harney County Restoration Collaborative (HCRC) 
The HCRC network included 33 organizations (Figure 3).  Four major types of organizations were 
involved:   forestry and restoration industry, environmental/ conservation groups, public natural 
resource management organizations, and USFS (Figure 3a). The USFS’s participation was 
relatively broad and included employees from several national forests, ranger districts, and the 
Blue Mountains Restoration Strategy ID team.  Although the number of organizations involved in 
the core network (Figure 3b) was relatively small (nine groups), diversity was relatively high. 
 
 
 
Figure 4 – Harney County Restoration Collaborative complete network (a) and core network (b). 
the core network includes groups attending 50 percent or more of the meetings or field trips. 
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Ochoco Forest Restoration Collaborative (OFRC) 
The OFRC’s complete network was large (43 groups) and broad-based (Figure 4a), with strong 
participation by local, state, and regional governments, environmental/ conservation 
organizations, and the USFS.  The OFRC core network was fairly large (18 groups) and diverse 
(Figure 4b). The OFRC had less participation by forestry and restoration industry groups in the 
core network than other collaboratives. The USFS had a strong presence in the core network.  
Environmental/ conservation groups, public natural resource management organizations, and 
local/regional governments also were prominent in the core network. 
 
 
 
Figure 4 – Ochoco Forest Restoration Collaborative complete network (a) and core network (b). 
Core network includes groups that attended 50 percent or more of the meetings or field trips. 
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Umatilla Forest Collaborative Group (UFCG) 
The UFCG’s complete network included 42 organizations and was relatively diverse, with a 
strong presence from the USFS, local/regional/state governments, and public natural resource 
management organizations (Figure 5a). The complete network was balanced in the proportion of 
forestry and restoration industry as well as environmental/conservation organizations. The 
Umatilla core network (Figure 5b) was relatively small (12 groups) and less diverse, with forestry 
and restoration industry groups being most numerous. 
 
 
 
Figure 5 – Umatilla Forest Collaborative Group complete network (a) and core network (b). Core 
network includes groups that attended 50 percent or more of the meetings or field trips. 
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Wallowa-Whitman Forest Collaborative (WWFC) 
With 57 organizations, the WWFC had the largest and most diverse complete network among 
the collaboratives (Figure 6a). The USFS had a strong presence, as did local/regional/state 
governments, public natural resource management groups, research/education/extension 
organizations, and the forestry and restoration industry. WWFC’s core network (Figure 6b) also 
was large and diverse, and included 20 groups fairly evenly distributed across categories. 
  
 
Figure 6 – Wallowa-Whitman Forest Collaborative complete network (a) and core network (b). 
Core network includes groups that attended 50 percent or more of the meetings or field trips. 
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Table 4 shows how the collaboratives differed in terms of the number of participants and 
diversity of representation in their complete and core networks. The WWFC had the most 
groups participating (57); the BMFP had the fewest (31). The OFRC had the highest percentage 
of complete network participants in its core group (42 percent), and the BMFP had the lowest 
(16 percent). In the other three collaboratives, roughly a third of the complete network 
participants were in the core group. The OFRC’s core group was nearly as diverse as its complete 
network. However, the other four collaboratives showed a substantial drop in diversity in the 
core networks compared to their complete networks. 
Table 4 – Number and types of groups in the collaboratives’ networks 
Collaborative 
Groups in 
complete 
network 
Group 
categories 
in complete 
network 
Groups in 
core network 
Group 
categories in 
core network 
Core network 
as a percent 
of complete 
network 
Blue Mountains Forest 
Partners 
31 7 5 3 16% 
Harney County Restoration 
Collaborative 
33 10 9 6 27% 
Ochoco Forest Restoration 
Collaborative 
43 9 18 8 42% 
Umatilla Forest 
Collaborative Group 
42 9 12 5 29% 
Wallowa-Whitman Forest 
Collaborative 
57 12 20 8 35% 
Average 41 9 13 6 32% 
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Blue Mountains Collaboratives Aggregate Complete Network 
The regional complete network for the Blue Mountains forest collaboratives consisted of 131 
organizations (Figure 7), of which about one-third (42) participated in more than one 
collaborative (Table 5).  Of those, nearly half (19) participated in events for two collaboratives; 9 
participated in three collaboratives; 7 groups participated in four collaboratives; and 3 groups 
participated in events for each of the five collaboratives.  Groups participating in three or more 
collaboratives were roughly evenly divided between the USFS, forestry and restoration industry, 
public natural resource management agencies, environmental/conservation groups, and 
research/education/extension organizations. 
 
 
 
Figure 7 – Complete network for the five Blue Mountains collaboratives 
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Table 5 – Groups participating in multiple collaboratives (complete network) 
Groups participating in 
five collaboratives 
 
Groups participating in 
four collaboratives 
 
Groups participating in 
three collaboratives 
 Groups participating in  
two collaboratives  
 Blue Mountains  
Restoration ID Team 
 Oregon Department 
of Fish & Wildlife 
 Oregon Wild 
 • Blue Mountains 
Biodiversity Project 
• Grayback Forestry 
• Oregon State 
University 
• PNW Research 
Station (USFS) 
• US Fish & Wildlife 
• Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forest 
• Oregon Department 
of Forestry 
 
  American Forest 
Resource Council 
 Boise Cascade 
 Malheur Lumber Co. 
 Oregon State 
University Extension 
 Sustainable 
Northwest 
 The Nature 
Conservancy 
 Umatilla National 
Forest 
 University of Oregon-
Ecosystem Workforce 
Program 
 Senator Wyden’s 
Office 
 
  Association of Oregon 
Loggers 
 Backlund Logging 
 Bureau of Land 
Management  
 Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation 
 DR Johnson Lumber 
 Foundations for Deep 
Ecology 
 USFS Region 6 
 Hells Canyon 
Preservation Council 
 Iron Triangle 
 King, Inc. 
 Malheur National 
Forest 
 Prairie City Ranger 
District 
 Blue Mountain Ranger 
District 
 North Fork John Day 
Watershed Council 
 National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Admin. 
 Oregon Watershed 
Enhancement Board 
 Portland State Univ. 
 Southworth Brothers 
Ranch 
 Union County 
 Wallowa County 
 Wheeler County 
 Western Environmental 
Law Center 
 Wheeler County Judge 
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Diversity of Complete Networks 
Figure 8 shows how the five collaboratives differed in terms of the overall diversity of groups 
participating in their complete networks and the proportion of group categories. The USFS was a 
significant participant in all five groups.  Forestry and restoration industry groups comprised a 
larger share of participants in the BMFP and HCRC than in the other groups. Environmental/ 
conservation groups made up a slightly larger percentage of the OFRC than in other 
collaboratives, and was smallest in the WWFC.  Ranching and community economic groups were 
more prominent in the WWFC’s complete network than in any other collaborative.  Public 
natural resource management organizations were relatively numerous in all groups, except the 
OFRC. 
 
 
Figure 8 – Network composition for Blue Mountains Region (complete networks) 
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Blue Mountains Collaboratives Aggregate Core Network 
The regional core network had 49 organizations (Figure 9), of which 14 organizations 
participated in more than one collaborative (Table 6).  Of these, 12 participated in the core 
groups of just two collaboratives.  Grayback Forestry and US Fish and Wildlife Service were the 
only organizations that participated in the core groups of three collaboratives and no groups 
were in the core groups of more than three collaboratives. 
 
 
 
Figure 9 - Blue Mountains collaborative groups (core network) 
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The WWFC was the most densely linked with at least one group overlapping with each of the 
region’s other four collaboratives.  The UFCG and the WWFC had the most overlapping groups, 
with six groups in common. There was also considerable overlap between the OFRC and the 
WWFC. There were no overlapping organizations in the core groups of the BMFP or the HCRC 
even though they are part of the same Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program 
project.   
 
The core network had 10 of the 12 categories of groups, so it was only slightly less diverse than 
the complete network. The missing groups in the regional core network were tribal and 
access/recreation groups.  The main types of groups participating in the core network were 
forestry and restoration industry, environmental/conservation, and public natural resource 
management organizations. The Wallowa-Whitman National Forest was a core participant in 
two collaboratives.   
 
Table 6 – Groups present in multiple collaboratives (core network) 
Groups participating in three 
collaboratives 
 Groups participating in two 
collaboratives  
 
 Grayback Forestry 
 US Fish & Wildlife Service 
  Association of Oregon Loggers 
 Boise Cascade 
 Hell’s Canyon Preservation Council 
 Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
 Oregon Dept. of Forestry 
 Oregon Wild 
 OSU Extension 
 The Nature Conservancy 
 Southworth Brothers Ranch 
 Union County 
 Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 
 Western Environmental Law Center 
 
  
Draft – Please do not cite without permission 
30 
 
Diversity of Core Networks 
Collaboratives also varied in terms of the categories participating in the core network and the 
organizational diversity of core participants (Figure 10). The USFS was a more prominent 
participant in the HCRC’s and OFRC’s core networks compared to the other three collaboratives. 
Forestry and restoration industry groups comprised a larger share of core participants in the 
BMFP and UFCG than in the other collaboratives; the percentage of environmental/conservation 
group representation was smallest in the HCRC, and roughly the same across the other four 
collaboratives. Public natural resource management organizations did not show up as core 
members in the BMFP, but comprised an important percentage of core members in the HCRC 
and UFCG. The WWFC had the most balanced representation in its core network. The WWFC 
and OFRC were the most diverse in terms of different types of participating groups; the BMFP 
core was the least diverse.  
 
 
Figure 10 – Network composition (core networks) 
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Diversity of Bridgers 
We also examined the diversity of groups that participate in multiple collaboratives (Figure 11).  
Overall, within the complete networks, the USFS, environmental/conservation, forest and 
restoration industry, public natural resource management, and research/education/extension 
groups are most often in attendance in multiple collaboratives. For organizations that attend 
three or more collaboratives, the predominant category was research/education/extension. This 
category includes groups that do facilitation or provide technical expertise to the collaboratives, 
such as Sustainable Northwest and Oregon State University Extension. However, 
research/education/extension groups make up only a small percentage of groups participating 
as core members in two or more collaboratives.  
 
Figure 11 – Diversity of groups attending multiple collaboratives 
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Objector/Appellant and Litigant Networks 
Some organizations concerned with forest management issues do not participate in the 
collaboratives. Awareness of which organizations these are is important for developing 
broad public engagement strategies. One way to identify some groups concerned about 
forest management is to examine which groups have submitted formal objections to 
proposed management actions 
(“objectors”), which groups have filed 
administrative appeals of management 
decisions (“appellants”), and which 
groups have filed lawsuits to prevent 
decisions from being implemented 
(“litigants”). 
 
We first inventoried the groups that had 
filed an administrative objection or 
appeal during the past seven years or 
that were plaintiffs on new lawsuits 
filed during the past ten years on one or more of the four national forests in the Blue 
Mountains region. We then created a social network diagram showing which groups have 
filed objections or appeals and another showing which groups filed lawsuits. The diagrams 
display the types of groups engaging in such actions as well as whether a group has filed 
appeals, objections, or lawsuits in more than one forest.  
 
We combined objectors and appellants into one network because both objections and 
appeals are resolved administratively, whereas lawsuits are handled in the courts. 
Objections are made after an Environmental Assessment (EA) or an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) has been completed but before the agency issues a decision memo. The 
appeals process allows people to file an administrative appeal after a decision memo has 
been issued. However, most projects on national forests are now subject only to the 
objections process because of recent legislation and regulatory changes. 2 Filing an 
objection, administrative appeal, or a lawsuit takes time and resources. Consequently, we 
assumed that groups engaging in these actions have a strong interest in forest 
management. 
 
 
 
                                                             
2 Alexander (2013) provides an overview of the administrative appeals and objections process for 
the U.S. Forest Service. 
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Constructing the Objector/Appellant and Litigant Networks  
We obtained objector and appellant data from the USFS Planning, Appeals, and Litigation 
System (PALS) website, which provides access to objections and appeals regarding USFS 
issued environmental statements, and decisions made since 2007. 3  We collected litigant 
data from Federal District Court dockets and slip opinions using both the Public Access to 
Court Electronic Records (PACER) database and the LexisNexis database for the years 2004 
to 2014. Because cases may take several years to move through the litigation process, we 
used a longer time frame for constructing the litigant network. Only plaintiffs filing new 
cases were included in our inventory, excluding those listed on appealed cases. We 
considered formal and legal actions regarding all projects, not just management activities in 
which collaboratives were involved. Thus, the diagrams tell us only that a group engaged in 
formal or legal processes to get decisions changed. They do not provide information about 
how many of those actions involved projects developed through collaborative processes. 
Additionally, because our analysis focuses on organizations rather than on individuals, we 
excluded cases filed only by individuals with no organizations as co-plaintiffs. 
 
The objector/appellant and litigant networks are very different types of networks than the 
collaborative networks described earlier in this report. Unlike the groups that make up the 
baseline collaboratives networks, the set of groups that file objections, appeals, or lawsuits 
do not comprise a larger formal organization. Indeed, some of the groups filing actions are 
diametrically opposed on forest management issues and others may not be aware that 
other groups have filed actions. In short, whereas the collaborative network diagrams 
depict the composition of a larger group that seeks to engage in collective action, the 
objector/appellant and litigator networks depict organizations with a particular type of 
connection – the filing of a formal action regarding project decisions – to the national 
forests. 
 
The OAL network diagrams are useful for identifying groups with a potentially strong 
interest in accelerated restoration. However, they are limited in that they only identify  
organizations with the resources to register a formal objection, appeal, or legal action. 
Moreover, the diagrams do not shed light on how those groups are related to each other, a 
topic which we will investigate in Phase II.  
 
  
                                                             
3 The website URL is: http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/applit/ 
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Overview of Litigation, Appeals, and Objections 
Table 7 provides basic information about the number of organizations that have engaged in 
objections or administrative appeals over the past seven years, or that have filed lawsuits 
during the past ten years. Substantially fewer objections were made than appeals, but 
recent regulatory changes will likely lead to a greater number of objections and fewer 
appeals over time.    
 
Our analysis revealed 54 organizations that filed objections, appeals, or who were listed as 
plaintiffs on cases involving one of the four Blue Mountains national forests (Table 7a).  Of 
these, 41 (76 percent) did not participate in Blue Mountain collaboratives during the 18-
month study period.   
 
Table 7a - Overview of objections, appeals, and litigation for national forests in Blue Mountains region* 
Action Number 
Groups filing appeals (2007-2014) 29 
Appeals filed by groups (2007-2014) 89 
Groups filing appeals that participated in collaboratives (2007-2014) 10 
  
Groups filing objections (2007-2014) 14 
Objections filed by groups (2007-2014) 32 
Groups filing objections that participated in collaboratives (2007-2014) 10 
  
Groups filing lawsuit(s) (2004-2014) 31 
New legal cases filed by groups (2004-2014) 26 
Groups filing lawsuits that participated in collaboratives (2004-2014) 3 
  
Groups filing at least one appeal, objection, or lawsuit 54 
Groups filing at least one appeal, objection, or lawsuit that participated in 
collaboratives 
13 
* Counts for appeals, objections, and legal cases include only those where at least one organization was 
listed as an appellant, objector, or plaintiff. This excludes any appeals, objections or cases filed solely by 
individuals. 
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Table 7b – Overview of objections, appellants, and litigation by national forest  
Action 
Malheur 
National 
Forest 
Ochoco 
National 
Forest 
Umatilla 
National 
Forest 
Wallowa-
Whitman 
National 
Forest 
Appeals filed by groups (2007-2014) 11 17 35 26 
Objections filed by groups (2007-2014) 20 0 5 7 
     
Groups filing appeals 9 8 12 14 
Groups filing objections 9 0 7 4 
     
Total number of groups filing objections and 
appeals*  
11 8 14 14 
Number of groups filing objections and appeals 
that participate in collaboratives 
6 3 7 9 
     
New legal cases filed by groups (2004-2014) 9 2 7 8 
Groups filing legal cases (includes co-plaintiffs) 22 3 6 10 
Number of plaintiffs that participate in 
collaboratives 
2 1 3 3 
* This total is less than the sum of groups filing objections and groups filing appeals because many 
organizations file both objections and appeals.   
 
The Ochoco National Forest had the lowest number of objections and lawsuits, and the 
second-lowest number of appeals. The Malheur National Forest had by far the highest 
number of objections filed, but was subject to only slightly more new lawsuits than the 
Umatilla and Wallowa-Whitman.  
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Objector/Appellant Network 
A total of 32 groups filed appeals or objections for one or more of the Blue Mountains national 
forests.  Of these, 13 had participated in collaboratives.  On the Malheur, forest and restoration 
industry groups and environmental groups were the major appellants and objections. On the 
Ochoco National Forest, ranchers and environmental groups were dominant. On the Umatilla 
National Forest objector/appellants were far more likely to be environmental groups. Five of the 
groups that filed appeals or objections on more than two forests were environmental groups, 
two were forestry and restoration industry groups, and one was a county government. 
 
 
 
Figure 12 – Objector/Appellant network (Groups with red labels participated in at least one 
collaborative meeting or field trip); Gazelle Land & Timber (GLT) and King Inc. (KI) have similar 
owners/officers, but only KI is listed as a participant in the minutes included in the analysis. 
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Litigation Network 
We found 31 groups involved as plaintiffs in litigation in the four Blue Mountains national forests 
between 2004 and 2014. Of these, only three groups had participated in the Blue Mountain 
collaboratives.  Litigation was dominated by environmental groups, which made up almost half 
of the groups (15 of 31) (Figure 14). On the Umatilla National Forest, only environmental groups 
were listed as plaintiffs. On lawsuits affecting the other three forests, between half and two-
thirds of the plaintiffs listed were environmental groups. 
 
Figure 14 – Groups listed as plaintiffs of co-plaintiffs on lawsuits filed between 2004 and 2014  
(Groups with red labels participated in at least one collaborative) 
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Objections/Appeals Timeline  
The number of appeals and objections filed between 2007 and 2014 fluctuated widely from year 
to year (Figure 13).  For the Malheur National Forest, there was an overall decline in appeals and 
objections filed.  For the other three national forests, the trend was unclear.   For 2013 and 
2014, the total number of appeals and objections trended downward overall. 
 
Figure 13 – Number of appeals or objections filed (2007 – 2014). 
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Litigation Timeline  
To understand how groups engage with national forests in the Blue Mountains, it is helpful to 
look at the frequency of litigation over time. One assumption of collaborative governance is that 
collaboration is conducive to productive dialogue and provides opportunities for thoughtful 
deliberation that ultimately may reduce the need for litigation filed in opposition to national 
forest actions. Overall, there is a downward trend in cases filed for the four national forests in 
the Blue Mountains (Figure 15). Between 2004 and 2014, there were as many as six cases (2004) 
filed per year among the four national forests combined, but no groups filed lawsuits in 2013 or 
2014.  
 
Figure 15 – Number of lawsuits filed by groups on the four national forests (2004 – 2014) 
Three significant periods of litigation are evident over the ten-year period. In the first period 
(2004), litigation was at its peak, with litigation most pronounced in the Malheur National 
Forest. In the second period (2005- 2012), the number of cases fell and fluctuated between two 
and three per year. During this time, both the BMFP and the HCRC were established in the 
Malheur National Forest area.  In the final period (2013-2014), the number of cases dropped to 
zero. This final period coincides with the establishment of the UFCG, the OFRC, and the WWFC. 
However, it is too soon to draw definitive conclusions about the relationship between 
collaborative establishment and a downward trend in litigation.   
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Frequency of Litigation, Objections, and Appeals 
The litigant and appellant/objective network diagrams show the diversity of groups initiating 
formal action for a particular forest and in some cases multiple forests. Looking at the frequency 
of formal actions opposing forest activities provides a better sense of groups with a stake in 
forest management both within the Blue Mountains region and in particular national forests. 
This information could be useful for considering how proposed restoration actions and decisions 
may be received and who else may need to come to the restoration table in addition to groups 
already engaged with the collaboratives.  
 
First, we looked at the litigant data to understand frequency of lawsuits filed by groups over the 
10-year period from 2004 to 2014. We tallied the plaintiffs in each case and aggregated all cases 
to determine the groups most active on lawsuits, both for the entire Blue Mountains 
collaborative network and for each forest individually. Results show that several groups were 
involved in legal action with multiple forests across the Blue Mountains region whereas others 
were plaintiffs on cases on only one forest. Table 8 shows a breakdown of the groups most 
frequently listed as plaintiffs overall and by individual forest. Only three groups participated in 
the Blue Mountains collaborative network between January 2013 and June 2014.  
 
Table 8 - Groups most frequently listed as plaintiffs (filed two or more cases overall) 
Forests involved in lawsuit 
Litigants involved in two or more cases 2004 – 2014 
(Number in parentheses indicates number of cases) 
Malheur National Forest 
Cascadia Wildlands Project (3) 
Center for Biological Diversity (2) 
Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics (3) 
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center (2) 
League of Wilderness Defenders/Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (5) 
Northwest Environmental Defense Center (4) 
Oregon Natural Desert Association (2) 
Oregon Wild (2) 
Western Watersheds Project (2) 
Wallowa-Whitman National 
Forest 
Hells Canyon Preservation Council (5) 
League of Wilderness Defenders/Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (1) 
Northwest Environmental Defense Center (1) 
Oregon Natural Desert Association (1) 
Oregon Wild (1) 
Ochoco National Forest 
Cascadia Wildlands Project (1) 
League of Wilderness Defenders/Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (1) 
Umatilla National Forest 
Hells Canyon Preservation Council (4) 
League of Wilderness Defenders/Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (4) 
Oregon Natural Desert Association (1) 
Oregon Wild (1) 
Sierra Club (2) 
The Lands Council (2) 
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Next, we looked at the frequency with which groups filed administrative appeals or objections to 
National Forest actions or decisions between 2007 and 2014 (Table 9).  
Table 9 – Groups filing a total of 2 or more administrative appeals or objections  
Forest where objection or 
appeal was focused 
Most active appellants and objectors* 
(Number in parentheses indicates number of appeals  
and/or objections filed on that national forest) 
Malheur National Forest 
American Forest Resource Council (1) 
Cascadia Wildlands Project (1) 
Gazelle Land & Timber (3) 
Grant Co. Public Forest Commission (3) 
King Inc. (4) 
League of Wilderness Defenders – Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (5) 
Oregon Chapter Sierra Club (3) 
Oregon Wild (5) 
Prairie Wood Products (4) 
Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forest 
American Forest Resource Council (1) 
Boise Cascade (3) 
Hells Canyon Preservation Council (11) 
League of Wilderness Defenders-Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (2) 
Oregon Wild (5) 
Union County (3) 
Ochoco National Forest 
American Forest Resource Council (1) 
League of Wilderness Defenders – Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (5) 
Oregon Chapter Sierra Club (5) 
Oregon Wild (1) 
Western Radio (2) 
Umatilla National Forest 
American Forest Resource Council (6) 
Boise Cascade (4) 
Cascadia Wildlands Project (1) 
Hells Canyon Preservation Council (7)  
Lands Council (3) 
League of Wilderness Defenders – Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (6) 
Oregon Chapter Sierra Club (9) 
Oregon Wild (5) 
Union County (1) 
* Includes groups filing a total of 2 or more appeals or objections on national forests in the Blue Mountains region  
 
Tables 8 and 9 show that certain groups had legal cases or appeals and objections filed in 
multiple forests in the Blue Mountains region:  League of Wilderness Defenders/Blue Mountains 
Biodiversity Project, Oregon Wild, Oregon Natural Desert Association, American Forest Resource 
Council, and Oregon Chapter Sierra Club.  Additionally, many of the organizations who were 
litigants also filed appeals or objections. Groups that filed lawsuits, appeals or objections in 
three or more Blue Mountains forests appear to be operating at the landscape scale.  
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Lessons Learned from Blue Mountain Forest Collaborative Networks 
The Blue Mountains Restoration Strategy is occurring at a time when both the USFS and the 
Oregon state legislature have identified forest collaboratives as a primary mechanism for 
addressing the state’s goals of improving forest health and community well-being in forest-
dependent areas. Based on our analysis of who participates in the Blue Mountains forest 
collaboratives, as well as a review of studies about collaborative governance in other locations, 
we have identified five major themes important to consider when assessing the viability and 
capacity of collaboratives. These themes include: network size, continuity of participation, 
diversity of participating groups, balance among different types of organizations, and presence 
of organizations working at landscape scales. 
Network Size  
The collaboratives in the Blue Mountains region varied in overall size with BMFP (31) and HCRC 
(33) at the smaller end and the WWFC at the high end (57). Does size matter? Size may have an 
impact on collaborative productivity, longevity, and efficiency.  
Smaller collaboratives mean fewer voices participating in 
the dialogue and a reduced opportunity to access 
knowledge and technical capacity of groups concerned 
about forest management. Yet, smaller collaboratives may 
reach consensus more easily and may work more efficiently 
because smaller groups tend to offer more opportunities to 
strengthen bonds among individual members, leading to 
greater familiarity and trust. 
Larger collaboratives suggest the presence of many more 
voices and potentially greater technical capability or a 
broader base of experiential knowledge. Larger groups 
often have greater capacity due to sheer numbers. Yet, 
they can be unwieldy and may require a greater emphasis 
on group facilitation, process, multiple communication 
mechanisms, and coordination of workload management.  
Collaborative size may suggest something about the type of 
support the collaborative needs to function effectively.  
Smaller collaboratives may require more help to expand 
technical capability and include multiple viewpoints. Larger collaboratives may need more 
assistance with process and organizational capacity.  Collaboratives can thrive in a variety of 
shapes and sizes, particularly when the appropriate type of support is available. 
1. Does the collaborative 
have a sufficient 
number of participants 
to accomplish the work 
without causing undue 
burden?  
 
2. How does group size 
impact collaborative 
processes and 
communication?  
 
3. What strategies might 
best fit the group’s 
current capacity 
needs? 
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Continuity of Participation 
One challenge many collaboratives face is maintaining continuity in participation over a series of 
meetings.  The size of the core group (those participating in 50 percent of events or more) 
relative to the larger collaborative can be indicative of how the work is being accomplished and 
by whom. We speculate that a larger core group may promote greater group continuity over 
time. 
 
Size of core groups among the Blue Mountains 
collaboratives ranged widely from 5 (BMFP) to 20 
(WWFC), with an average of 13 across all five 
collaboratives.  Some groups, such as BMFP, had a very 
small proportion of the broader group regularly engaged 
in the work of the collaborative.  Although it was not the 
largest collaborative in numbers, the OFRC had 18 core 
members, or 42 percent of its broader group, suggesting 
greater continuity of participation. 
 
The consistency of participation in formal meetings and 
events may indicate something about the collaborative’s 
resiliency. When the burden of work falls on a smaller 
proportion of collaborative members, the collaborative 
may suffer from fatigue or burnout. Groups with a higher 
proportion of participants showing up regularly may be 
able to spread the burden more broadly and evenly, 
proving more durable in the long run.  
 
A higher proportion of core participants may enhance 
group memory and collective experience, allowing 
discussion to proceed more smoothly since participants 
are more likely to be on the same page. Groups with a lot 
of turnover in participation or with a high number of infrequent participants may face challenges 
in efficiency or their ability to make progress due to having to revisit decisions and repeatedly 
bring participants who missed meetings back up to speed. This lack of continuous participation 
also may inhibit opportunities to build trust and form solid bonds among collaborative members, 
which often is cited as a factor of success.  
 
1. Does the same group of 
people come to the majority 
of meetings?   Does a small 
group of dedicated people 
take on the bulk of the work 
of the collaborative? 
2. Does the collaborative 
have a significant proportion 
of regular participants who 
miss meetings?   Does this 
cause interruptions or 
impede progress? 
3. Does the collaborative 
have a process in place to 
keep members who missed 
meetings up to speed?  Are 
notes or minutes regularly 
distributed?  Is there a way 
to track decisions and actions 
made?   
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Finally, groups with less consistent participation by core members may find that not all groups 
present in the broader community of natural resource interests are represented in the 
collaborative core. Those who show up at the table can shape the agenda and steer the 
dialogue. If there are only five steady participants in the core group, it is less likely that all voices 
in the community will be adequately represented.   
Diversity 
The diversity of collaboratives refers to the proportion 
of various categories of organizations represented in 
each of the collaboratives. We used the group 
definitions in Table 3 to define 12 categories. Overall, 
the following six types of organizations tended to have 
the largest representation in the collaboratives:  
 U.S. Forest Service 
 Forestry and restoration industry  
 Public natural resource management 
 Environmental/conservation groups 
 Local/regional/state government  
 Research/education/extension
The Wallowa-Whitman differed slightly from this 
pattern, with community economic development and 
ranching groups being present in larger numbers than 
environmental groups. In general, the core networks 
were less diverse than the complete networks, but the 
diversity of core networks differed greatly by 
collaborative. For example, the BMFP core network 
consisted of only three different types of groups, 
whereas eight different types of groups participated in 
the Wallowa-Whitman and Ochoco collaboratives. 
These differences in diversity of participation raise the 
questions of whether and how diversity matters in 
terms of the effectiveness of the collaboratives. A 
more diverse group can potentially bring in more 
perspectives and by doing so may help collaboratives 
avoid opposition to proposed restoration activities at 
later stages in project development. But, having a 
1. Do participating groups 
adequately represent the 
forest management 
perspectives present in the 
community?  How well are 
groups from outside the 
region represented? 
2. What criteria may be 
used to decide which 
groups currently not 
participating in the 
collaborative might be 
engaged?  
3. How can a collaborative 
tell when gaps in 
participation matter?  What 
outreach or public 
engagement strategies will 
be effective at filling gaps? 
 
4. When is it important to 
have multiple perspectives 
at the table? 
 
5. Does a diverse group 
indicate a healthier 
collaborative?  What level 
of diversity is helpful? When 
does diversity become 
unhelpful?  
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greater diversity in perspectives may make it much more challenging for collaboratives to reach 
agreement on proposed actions, thereby inhibiting their ability to achieve key objectives. There 
is no single “ideal” degree of diversity that applies across collaboratives.  
The number of different types of groups participating may matter less than whether the 
appropriate set of groups is active in complete and core networks. Other kinds of diversity may 
be important also. We focused on diversity in terms of forest management interests. However, 
the mix of local groups and outsiders may be an important factor in whether a collaborative is 
able to achieve consensus on restoration projects.  Demographic diversity also may make a 
difference. 
Participation Gaps - We have identified several groups for which there are currently gaps or 
thin areas in several collaboratives.  These include: 
 Access/recreation 
 Agriculture 
 Developers/real estate industry 
 Energy 
 Landowners (including small 
woodland owners) 
 Local government 
 Mining 
 Outfitter/guides 
 Ranchers 
 Sheepherders 
 Special forest products harvesters 
 Subsistence users (hunters, anglers, 
trappers) 
 Tourism industry 
 Tribes 
 Wildfire networks 
 
One reason to explore the diversity of groups within the Blue Mountains collaborative network 
is that doing so provides a way to identify potential gaps in participation. Once gaps have been 
identified, collaborative members can then assess whether those gaps matter and what 
strategies would likely be most successful for engaging those types of groups not at the table. It 
might be important to recruit some missing groups as collaborative members, while for others, 
targeted outreach might be sufficient.  
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Balance 
Not only are size, diversity, and participation important, but the balance of interests 
represented also may factor into the ability of 
collaboratives to function effectively.  By balance, we 
mean the magnitude of participation among different 
interest types or categories. In other words, are the 
appropriate people consistently present in adequate 
numbers? 
The complete networks of most collaboratives were 
diverse.  However, in some only one or two groups 
were present to represent a particular category.  For 
example, HCRC was fairly diverse in terms of types of 
organizations represented.  However, 4 of the 10 
organizational categories were represented by just one 
group. Meanwhile, the forestry and restoration 
industry was represented by 7 groups, public natural 
resource management by 6 organizations, and 
environmental/conservation interests by 4 
organizations.  Additionally, the USFS had a very strong 
presence with representation from 8 administrative 
units. 
Being the sole representative of a particular set of 
interests can be challenging as it may force the representative to assume a more extreme 
position, or perhaps to feel pressure to represent all of the voices of that category.  It may 
inhibit the group’s ability to build strong bonds due to isolation or not having a like-minded ally 
at the table. Categories that appear in higher numbers have more opportunities to 
communicate, share the burden of participation, and perhaps to negotiate or strategize their 
positions within their like-minded group, or potentially overwhelm the solo representatives in 
the collaborative.   This dynamic also may contribute to eroded capacity of those groups with 
limited representation, possibly contributing to burnout or reducing incentives to participate 
due to feelings of frustration. 
 
 
 
1. Does the collaborative 
have balance in 
participation from diverse 
categories of participants? 
2. Does each category 
represented have enough 
depth to constitute a 
critical mass? 
3. Are there categories 
that have perhaps just 
one representative or 
spokes-person?  How 
does that affect group 
dynamics? 
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In Figure 15, we show variation in the balance among hypothetical collaborative.   Each 
collaborative has equivalent diversity overall, but the balance of groups is different.   The 
diagram on the left shows a collaborative with a high proportion of one category (green 
triangles), which could suggest a one-sided focus on topics of interest to that category.   The 
middle diagram shows two categories that are relatively equal in numbers (blue circles and 
green triangles), but other categories are less well represented.  This could indicate a 
collaborative where dialogue could become polarized around issues of opposing or competing 
categories.  The third diagram on the right suggests a collaborative where there is fairly even 
distribution among categories and no solo members.    
Figure 15 - Examples of different degrees of group balance 
 
 
Collaboratives with low representation from particular categories of groups and dominance by 
other categories may suggest an operating environment that contributes to litigation, 
particularly if a group representative does not feel that their interests are being recognized by 
the collaborative, that their perspective is in the minority, or their voice is not being heard. 
While we have not explored the relationship between balance and litigation, this is a potential 
area for future investigation. 
  
Lopsided Polarized Balanced
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Bridging Organizations and Landscape-Scale Connections 
The aggregate network diagrams are useful for highlighting groups that are likely to have 
knowledge and perspectives that transcend the boundaries of one national forest. Such groups 
are potentially important contributors in discussions of landscape-scale forest restoration 
activities, as well as likely conduits for sharing information across collaboratives. Given the long 
distances involved in participating in multiple 
collaboratives in the Blue Mountains, participation in 
more than two collaboratives is likely an indication that a 
group has relatively high capacity, as well as an interest 
in broader-scale management.  Groups attending 
meetings of three or more collaboratives or participating 
as core members in two or more collaboratives are likely 
to be the groups with the highest capacity or greatest 
interest. However, some groups with the capacity to 
participate in multiple collaboratives may prefer to 
participate at the sub-regional, rather than landscape-
level, focusing on those forests in which they have the 
greatest interest.  
Factors driving core participation in multiple 
collaboratives may include the group’s financial and 
human resource capacity and their scale of interest. 
Participation by multiple collaboratives may also be part 
of a ‘divide-and-conquer’ strategy employed by groups 
who share a common interest or who may have 
landscape-scale focus, but lack capacity to attend all 
collaborative meetings. 
The aggregate diagrams also are useful for identifying 
groups not currently participating in multiple 
collaboratives. While not all groups have an interest in 
sub-regional or landscape-scale participation, some 
groups may wish to participate at broader scales, but 
may lack the resources to do so. The long distances 
separating rural communities in eastern Oregon are likely 
a major barrier for many groups, particularly those 
already stretched thin. 
1. What are the benefits 
of groups participating in 
multiple collaboratives? 
2. What unique 
contributions can 
‘bridging groups’ offer? 
3. Are there enough 
groups operating at 
multiple scales to support 
cross-scale interaction?  
4. Is the mix of groups 
participating at multiple 
scales representative of 
the diversity of views that 
need to be included for 
collaboration to be 
effective at sub-regional 
and landscape scales? 
5. Is there a need for the 
collaboratives to develop 
a coordinated strategy to 
insure an adequate 
representation at the sub-
regional or landscape 
scale? 
6. How might groups who 
participate in multiple 
collaboratives play a role 
in a landscape coalition?  
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Lessons from Objector/Appellant and Litigant Networks 
The network diagrams of national forests that show the array of litigants, appellants and 
objectors demonstrated the importance of looking beyond the collaborative membership 
rosters to understand the dynamic array of social actors in the Blue Mountains landscape. One 
of the implicit goals of collaboratives is to create an environment of trust and a common habit 
of working together on difficult forest management challenges in hopes that actions and 
decisions can be made with greater engagement of diverse actors and a reduced likelihood of 
appeal, formal objection or litigation.  The analysis of networks of forest litigants, appellants, 
and objectors provides insights about who may be missing from the collaborative table and 
where outreach efforts may be targeted.  
Representation by Key Groups  
Environmental/Conservation - We observed that 48 percent of groups filing lawsuits against 
one or more of the national forests in the Blue Mountains between 2004 and 2014 were 
environmental/conservation groups. Of the 15 environmental litigants, 13 (80 percent) were 
not participating in Blue Mountains collaboratives.  Meanwhile the appellant/objector network 
showed that 34 percent of groups filing appeals or objections represented 
environmental/conservation interests.  For comparison, we examined the proportion of 
environmental/conservation groups within the five Blue Mountains collaboratives. Participation 
in a collaborative by environmental/conservation groups ranged from a low of 5 percent 
(WWFC) to a high of 19 percent (OFRC). Overall, 12 environmental/conservation groups 
participated in the collaboratives, comprising 8 percent of the 131 participating groups. Thus, 
the proportion of environmental/conservation groups involved in legal action or administrative 
objections or appeals, is much greater than the proportion of environmental/conservation 
groups participating in the collaboratives. 
Ranching Industry - Ranching industry groups made up 36 percent of plaintiffs in legal cases 
filed, and 9 percent of objectors or appellants. However, all but one of the ranching industry 
groups listed as plaintiffs were associated with just one counter-claim case on the Malheur 
regarding grazing management. If the Malheur grazing case is treated as an outlier, the 
proportion of ranching groups engaged in litigation drops to 3 percent. In the collaborative 
networks, the percentage of ranching groups ranges from a low of 2 percent (UFCG) to a high of 
7 percent (WWFC). A total of 8 ranching groups participated in the collaboratives, representing 
6 percent of all groups participating in the five collaboratives. The proportion of ranching 
groups involved in legal action is thus slightly higher than the proportion filing lawsuits, and 
slightly lower than those filing objections or appeals.  
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Forestry and Restoration Industry - Only one forest product and restoration industry group 
was a plaintiff on a lawsuit filed between 2004 and 2014, amounting to 3 percent of the 
plaintiffs. This was substantially less than the overall involvement of forestry and restoration 
industry groups in the collaboratives (19 groups or 15 percent of the total). Their involvement 
in objections and appeals, however, was higher, with forestry and restoration industry groups 
making up one-quarter of the groups filing objections or appeals.  
We also observed that in some cases, more diverse participation in the collaboratives may 
coincide with greater diversity of representation in litigation, appeals and objections. WWFC 
has a more diverse set of groups participating and the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 
attracts litigants, appellants and objectors from a diversity of groups as well.  
Engagement in Legal Action and Appeals - Analysis of the frequency of objections, 
appeals, and legal cases filed showed which organizations most often engage in actions that 
oppose national forest decisions. Some of these organizations oppose actions on multiple 
forests, while others focus on one or two forests. If expanding outreach or public engagement 
in restoration decisions is an explicit goal, one target of new outreach efforts may be these 
litigants, appellants, and objectors. In the litigant network, only 3 of the 31 groups were already 
collaborative members. Participation in the collaboratives was much higher among groups in 
the objector/appellant network, but even so less than half of the objectors or appellants had 
attended one or more collaborative meetings or field trips. 
Groups that have filed legal cases involving multiple forests in the Blue Mountains region, such 
as the Oregon Natural Desert Association, may be appropriate for approaching about issues 
that occur on the landscape scale.  Oregon Wild also has filed legal cases across multiple 
forests, but it is a participant in the collaboratives.  Based on the focus of the appeals or 
objections it has filed, the Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club, which did not participate in the 
collaboratives, also has interests across multiple forests.  Other groups that have filed appeals 
or objections in three or more forests have participated in the collaboratives, including Oregon 
Wild, League of Wilderness Defenders-Blue Mountain Biodiversity Project, and the American 
Forest Resource Council.   
Some groups that currently are not participating in collaboratives appear to focus their 
attention on specific forests, as evidenced in the lawsuits, objections or appeals they have filed.  
Examples of groups that focus on a particular forest are listed below; the focal forest is listed in 
parentheses. 
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 Center for Biological Diversity (Malheur) 
 Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics (Malheur) 
 Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center (Malheur)  
 Lands Council (Umatilla) 
 Prairie Wood Products, Inc. (Malheur) 
 Western Radio (Ochoco) 
 Western Watersheds Project (Malheur) 
Other groups have a strong interest in forest management and do not engage in litigation, 
appeals, or objections. However, this list can potentially serve as a starting place for initiating 
new dialogue and new avenues of engagement with groups likely to oppose proposed 
management actions. 
Next Steps: Phase II  
 
Phase 1 of the Blue Mountains Stewardship Project has resulted in new insights about the size, 
composition, participation, and diversity of collaboratives. In Phase 2, we will expand the social 
network analysis to explore how groups participating in the collaboratives work together and 
how information about different aspects of forest restoration flows between groups and across 
the collaboratives in the Blue Mountains region. Study results demonstrate the presence of a 
diverse array of collaboratives in the Blue Mountains region.  
The Blues Stewardship Project team will build on lessons learned in Phase 1 to further 
investigate governance of landscape scale restoration. A Rapid Social Network Analysis (RSNA) 
approach will be designed and conducted to gain a more in-depth understanding of the 
information and communication networks, alliances, and relations among and within 
collaboratives and between collaborative participants and other groups not currently engaged 
in formal collaboratives. This will include organizations engaged in many aspects of forest 
restoration to understand the ecological effects, economic benefits, and implications of 
landscape scale restoration for the resilience of Blue Mountains communities. The findings will 
help identify groups that currently bring a base of knowledge, skills, or technical capacity as 
well as an interest in landscape scale restoration. This may help inform those who seek to 
engage groups in various aspects of restoration-related dialogue and planning. 
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Appendix 1. List of Organizations, Acronyms, Categories, and Networks  
Code Name Category Networks 
4JR 4J Ranches, LLC Ranching Litigant 
ACF 
Andersen Forestry 
Consulting, Inc. 
Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry 
WWFC, 
Objector/Appellant 
AFRC 
American Forest Resource 
Council 
Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry 
BMFP, OFRC, 
WWFC, 
Objector/Appellant 
AOL 
Association of Oregon 
Loggers 
Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry UFCG, WWFC 
ARNF_BLDRD 
USFS_Boulder Ranger 
District 
FS_Other OFRC 
AVR Aspen Valley Ranch Ranching Objector/Appellant 
BC Boise Cascade Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry 
BMFP, UFCG, 
WWFC, 
Objector/Appellant 
BCNTY 
Baker County 
Commissioners 
Local_Regional_State_Government 
WWFC, 
Objector/Appellant 
BCPWA 
Baker County Private 
Woodlands Association 
Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry Objector/Appellant 
BEO 
Bank of Eastern Oregon - 
Agriculture & Commercial 
Lender 
Community_Economic_Development HCRC 
BL Backlund Logging Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry BMFP, HCRC 
BLM 
Bureau of Land 
Management - Burns 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management HCRC, UFCG 
BMBP 
Blue Mountains 
Biodiversity Project (see 
also LOWD-BMBP) 
Environmental_Conservation 
BMFP, HCRC, OFRC, 
UFCG 
BMFC 
Blue Mountain Forest 
Cooperative 
Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry WWFC 
BMFP 
Blue Mountain Forest 
Partners 
Collaborative BMFP, WWFC 
BML Blue Mountain Lumber Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry UFCG 
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Code Name Category Networks 
BMRS_IDT 
USFS_Blue Mountains 
Restoration Strategy ID 
Team 
FS_Other 
BMFP, HCRC, OFRC, 
UFCG, WWFC 
BNRAC 
Baker Natural Resource 
Advisory Council 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management WWFC 
BPT Burns Piute Tribe Tribal HCRC 
CAPECO 
Community Action 
Program East Central 
Oregon 
Community_Economic_Development UFCG 
CBD 
Center for Biological 
Diversity 
Environmental_Conservation Litigant 
CCC Clark Cattle Co Ranching BMFP,  
CCCOUNC Cove City Council Local_Regional_State_Government WWFC 
CCFR 
Crook County Fire and 
Rescue 
Other OFRC 
CCNTY Crook County Local_Regional_State_Government OFRC 
CCSG 
Crook County Stock 
Growers 
Ranching OFRC 
CMTN Cartomation Research_Education_Extension WWFC 
COBC City of Baker City Local_Regional_State_Government Litigant 
COIC 
Central Oregon 
Intergovernmental Council 
Local_Regional_State_Government 
OFRC 
COP City of Prineville Local_Regional_State_Government OFRC 
CTUIR 
Confederated Tribes of the 
Umatilla Indian Reservation 
Tribal 
UFCG, WWFC 
CTWA 
Center for Tribal Water 
Advocacy 
Tribal 
Litigant 
CTWSR 
Confederated Tribes of the 
Warm Springs Reservation  
Tribal 
OFRC 
CWP Cascadia Wildlands Project Environmental_Conservation Objector/Appellant, 
Litigant 
DCR Durbin Creek Ranch Ranching Litigant 
DHR Darrel Holliday Ranch, Inc. Ranching Litigant 
DEQ 
Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
WWFC 
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Code Name Category Networks 
DNF 
USFS_Deschutes National 
Forest 
FS_National_Forest 
OFRC 
DOW Defenders of Wildlife Environmental_Conservation BMFP, 
Objector/Appellant 
DRC 
Deschutes River 
Conservancy 
Environmental_Conservation 
OFRC 
DRJL DR Johnson Lumber Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry BMFP, HCRC 
ELC 
Elliot Livestock Company, 
Inc. 
Ranching 
Litigant 
EMHS 
Elgin Museum and 
Historical Society 
Other 
WWFC 
EOMA 
Eastern Oregon Mining 
Association 
Other 
Objector/Appellant 
EWRKS Earthworks Environmental_Conservation Litigant 
FAFA Forest Access For All Access_Recreation WWFC 
FCCC 
Fence Creek Cattle 
Company 
Ranching 
Litigant 
FCWTR Friends of the Clearwater Environmental_Conservation 
Objector/Appellant 
FDE 
Foundation for Deep 
Ecology 
Environmental_Conservation 
OFRC, UFCG 
FG Forest Guardians Environmental_Conservation Litigant 
FOLL 
Friends of Oregon's Living 
Waters 
Environmental_Conservation 
Litigant 
FS_R6 USFS_Region 6 Office FS_Other UFCG, WWFC 
FS_TEAMS 
USFS_TEAMS Enterprise 
Unit 
FS_Other 
UFCG 
FS_WO 
USFS - Washington D.C. 
Office 
FS_Other 
BMFP 
FSEEE 
Forest Service Employees 
for Environmental Ethics 
Environmental_Conservation Objector/Appellant, 
Litigant 
GC Grant County Local_Regional_State_Government BMFP,  
GCPFC 
Grant County Public Forest 
Commission 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management BMFP, 
Objector/Appellant 
GEODC 
Greater Eastern Oregon 
Development Corporation 
Community_Economic_Development 
UFCG 
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Code Name Category Networks 
GF Grayback Forestry Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry BMFP, HCRC, UFGC, 
WWFC 
GISF 
Yale's Global Institute of 
Sustainable Forestry 
Research_Education_Extension 
WWFC 
GLT Gazelle Land & Timber, LLC Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry Objector/Appellant, 
Litigant 
HCNTY Harney County Local_Regional_State_Government 
HCRC, 
Objector/Appellant 
HCCOUNC Halfway City Council Local_Regional_State_Government WWFC 
HCHDW 
Harney County High Desert 
Wheelers 
Access_Recreation 
HCRC 
HCLC 
Harney County Lumber 
Company 
Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry 
HCRC 
HCPC 
Hells Canyon Preservation 
Council 
Environmental_Conservation 
UFCG, WWFC, 
Objector/Appellant, 
Litigant 
HCRC 
Harney County Restoration 
Collaborative 
Collaborative 
HCRC 
HCSWCD 
Harney County Soil and 
Water Conservation 
District 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
HCRC 
HDP 
High Desert Partnership, 
HCRC 
Environmental_Conservation 
HCRC 
HLL 
Holliday Land & Lifestock, 
Inc. 
Ranching 
Litigant 
IDFG 
Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
WWFC 
IP Interfor Pacific Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry OFRC 
IT Iron Triangle  Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry BMFP, HCRC 
JMCR J&M Coombs Ranch, LLC Ranching Litigant 
KI King Inc. Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry 
BMFP, HCRC, 
Objector/Appellant 
KL Kriege Logging Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry OFRC 
KSWC 
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands 
Center 
Environmental_Conservation 
Litigant 
LCOUNC The Lands Council Environmental_Conservation Objector/Appellant, 
Litigant 
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Code Name Category Networks 
LFI 
Luttrell Farms, Inc. - 96 
Ranch 
Ranching 
Objector/Appellant 
LGSD La Grande School District Community_Economic_Development 
WWFC 
LOWD-BMBP 
League of Wilderness 
Defenders - Blue 
Mountains Biodiversity 
Project 
Environmental_Conservation HRCR, BMFP, 
Objector/Appellant, 
Litigant 
MC Mamut Consulting Research_Education_Extension OFRC 
MCC 
Miller Conservation 
Consulting 
Environmental_Conservation 
OFRC 
MCNTY Morrow County-Judge Local_Regional_State_Government UFCG 
MERKLEY Senator Merkley's Office Local_Regional_State_Government 
OFRC 
MLC Malheur Lumber Company Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry 
BMFP, HCRC, UFCH 
MGA 
Morgrass Grazing 
Association 
Ranching 
Litigant 
MNF Malheur National Forest FS_National_Forest BMFP, HCRC 
MNF_BMRD 
USFS-Blue Mountain 
Ranger District 
FS_Ranger_District 
BMFP, HCRC 
MNF_ECRD 
USFS-Emigrant Creek 
Ranger District 
FS_Ranger_District 
HCRC 
MNF_PCRD 
USFSt-Prairie City Ranger 
District 
FS_Ranger_District 
BMFP, HCRC 
MR McCormack Ranch, LLC Ranching Objector/Appellant 
MTO Malheur Timber Operators Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry 
Objector/Appellant 
MTS Miller Timber Services Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry OFRC 
NEDC 
Northwest Environmental 
Defense Center 
Environmental_Conservation 
Litigant 
NFF National Forest Foundation Research_Education_Extension 
BMFP  
NFJDWC 
North Fork John Day 
Watershed Council 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
BMFP 
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Code Name Category Networks 
NOAA 
National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric 
Administration 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
UFCG, WWFC 
NPT Nez Perce Tribe Tribal WWFC, 
Objector/Appellant 
NRCS 
Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
HCRC 
NWTF 
National Wild Turkey 
Federation 
Environmental_Conservation 
OFRC 
OCA 
Oregon Cattleman's 
Association 
Ranching 
UFCG 
ODF 
Oregon Department of 
Forestry 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management BMFP, OFRC, UFCG, 
WWFC 
ODFW 
Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management BMFP, HCRC, OFRC, 
UFCG, WWFC 
ODOT 
Oregon Department of 
Transportation 
Local_Regional_State_Government 
HCRC 
ODR 
Oregon Department of 
Revenue (O&C lands report 
participant) 
Community_Economic_Development 
WWFC 
OFRC 
Ochoco Forest Restoration 
Collaborative 
Collaborative 
OFRC 
OL Ochoco Lumber Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry OFRC 
ONDA 
Oregon Natural Desert 
Association 
Environmental_Conservation 
Litigant 
ONF Ochoco National Forest FS_National_Forest OFRC 
ONF_LMRD 
USFS_Lookout Mountain 
Ranger District 
FS_Ranger_District 
OFRC 
ONF_PAULRD 
USFS_Paulina Ranger 
District 
FS_Ranger_District 
OFRC 
ONF_PVLRD 
USFS_Prineville Ranger 
District 
FS_Ranger_District 
OFRC 
ORSIERRA Oregon Chapter Sierra Club Environmental_Conservation 
Objector/Appellant 
OS Oregon Solutions Research_Education_Extension UFCG 
OSSA 
Oregon State Snowmobile 
Association 
Access_Recreation 
WWFC 
OSU Oregon State University Research_Education_Extension BMFP, HCRC, OFRC, 
UFCG, WWFC 
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Code Name Category Networks 
OSU_E 
Oregon State University 
Extension 
Research_Education_Extension 
OFRC, UFCG 
OTU Oregon Trout Unlimited Environmental_Conservation OFRC 
OW 
Oregon Wild (formerly: 
Oregon Natural Resources 
Council) 
Environmental_Conservation 
BMFP, HCRC, OFRC, 
UFCG, WWFC, 
Objector/Appellant, 
Litigant 
OWEB 
Oregon Watershed 
Enhancement Board 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
OFRC, UFCG 
OWFO 
Oregonians For A Wolf Free 
Oregon 
Ranching 
WWFC 
PNWRS 
USFS_Pacific Northwest 
Research Station 
FS_Other BMFP, OFRC, UFCG, 
WWFC 
PSU_INR 
Portland State 
University_Institute of 
Natural Resources 
Research_Education_Extension 
HCRC, WWFC 
PWP Prairie Wood Products Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry Objector/Appellant 
RBR Rocky Bluff Ranch Ranching Litigant 
REPRODGERS 
Representative Cathy 
Rogers Office 
Local_Regional_State_Government 
UFCG 
RRSKNF 
Rogue River Siskyou 
National Forest 
FS_National_Forest 
OFRC 
RYT RY Timber Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry WWFC 
SAR 
Stewards of America's 
Resources 
Environmental_Conservation 
Objector/Appellant 
SBR 
Southworth Brothers 
Ranch 
Ranching 
HCRC, OFRC 
SFS Solutions For Sustainability Research_Education_Extension 
OFRC 
SIERRA Sierra Club Environmental_Conservation Objector/Appellant, 
Litigant 
SNW Sustainable Northwest Research_Education_Extension BMFP, OFRCM 
WWFC 
SONRAC 
Southern Oregon Natural 
Resource Advisory Counci 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
HCRC 
TD Trini-D, LLC Ranching Litigant 
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Code Name Category Networks 
TCCWMA 
Tri-County Cooperative 
Weed Management Area 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
Objector/Appellant 
TNC The Nature Conservancy Environmental_Conservation HCRC, OFRC, UFCG 
UBWC 
Umatilla Basin Watershed 
Council 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
UFCG 
UCC Union County Cattlemen Ranching 
WWFC 
UCEDC 
Union County Economic 
Development Corporation 
Community_Economic_Development 
WWFC 
UCNTY Union County  Local_Regional_State_Government UFCG, WWFC, 
Objector/Appellant 
UFCG 
Umatilla Forest 
Collaborative Group 
Collaborative 
UFCG 
UM_CFC 
University of Montana 
College of Forestry and 
Conservation 
Research_Education_Extension 
WWFC 
UMPNF_NURD 
USFS-North Umpqua 
Ranger District 
FS_Ranger_District 
HCRC 
UMTCNTY Umatilla County Local_Regional_State_Government UFCG 
UNF Umatilla National Forest FS_National_Forest 
HCRC, UFCG, 
WWFC 
UNF_HRD 
USFS_Heppner Ranger 
Station 
FS_Ranger_District 
UFCG 
UNF_NFJDRD 
USFS_North Fork John Day 
Ranger District 
FS_Ranger_District 
UFCG 
UNF_PRD 
USFS_Pomeroy Ranger 
District 
FS_Ranger_District 
UFCG 
UNF_WWRD USFS_Walla Walla RD FS_Ranger_District UFCG 
UO_EWP 
University of Oregon 
Ecosystem Workforce 
Program 
Research_Education_Extension 
BMFP, OFRC, UFCG 
USFWS US Fish and Wildlife Service Public_Natural_Resource_Management HCRC, OFRC, UFCG, 
WWFC 
UW University of Washington Research_Education_Extension 
BMFP  
VR Vaughan Ranch, Inc. Ranching Litigant 
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Code Name Category Networks 
WADFW 
WA Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (Region 1) 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
Objector/Appellant 
WCLEC 
Wallowa County Livestock 
Education Committee 
Ranching 
WWFC 
WCNRAC 
Wallowa County Natural 
Resource Committee 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
WWFC 
WCNTY Wallowa County Local_Regional_State_Government UFCG, WWFC 
WCSA 
Wallowa County 
Stockgrowers Association 
Ranching 
WWFC 
WELC 
Western Environmental 
Law Center 
Environmental_Conservation 
BMFP, WWFC 
WHCNTY Wheeler County Judge Local_Regional_State_Government OFRC, UFCG 
WOODCO Woodward Companies Forestry_and_Restoration_Industry OFRC 
WR Wallowa Resources Community_Economic_Development WWFC 
WRS Western Radio Services Co Other Objector/Appellant, 
Litigant 
WSWCD 
Wallowa Soil and Water 
Conservation District 
Public_Natural_Resource_Management 
WWFC 
WVTRA 
Wallowa Valley Trail Riders 
Association 
Access_Recreation 
Objector/Appellant 
WWETAC 
USFS_Western Wildland 
Environmental Threat 
Assessment Center 
FS_Other 
OFRC 
WWFC 
Wallowa-Whitman Forest 
Collaborative 
Collaborative 
WWFC 
WWNF 
Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forest 
FS_National_Forest BMFP, HCRC, 
WWFC 
WWNF_EACRD 
USFS_Eagle Cap Ranger 
District 
FS_Ranger_District 
WWFC 
WWNF_HCNRA 
USFS_Hells Canyon 
National Recration Area 
FS_Ranger_District 
WWFC 
WWNF_LGRD 
USFS_La Grande Ranger 
District 
FS_Ranger_District 
WWFC 
WWNF_PRFO 
USFS_Pine Ridge Field 
office 
FS_Ranger_District 
WWFC 
WWNF_WRD 
USFS_Whitman Ranger 
District 
FS_Ranger_District 
WWFC 
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Code Name Category Networks 
WWNF_WVRD 
USFS_Wallowa Valley 
Ranger District  
FS_Ranger_District 
WWFC 
WWP 
Western Watershed 
Project 
Environmental_Conservation 
Litigant 
WPCC Windy Point Cattle Co. Inc. Ranching 
Litigant 
WYDEN Senator Wyden's Office Local_Regional_State_Government BMFP, UFCG. 
WWFC 
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Appendix 2. Forest Restoration in the Blue Mountains Region 
 
The Blue Mountains ecoregion is a complex mountainous landscape composed of several 
mountain ranges that together stretch from Prineville to the Snake River in the northeastern 
corner of Oregon, and from the Columbia River south to the town of Burns (ODFW 2006).  
Forests dominate much of the landscape. They vary from juniper-sage scrublands at lower 
elevations, to ponderosa and lodgepole pine dominated stands in dry middle elevation sites, 
and to moist mixed conifer stands dominated by grand fir, western larch, and Douglas fir at 
higher elevation sites. Four national forests – the Malheur, Ochoco, Umatilla, and Wallowa-
Whitman – cover a large percentage of the region. How those forests are managed greatly 
affects local and regional ecological conditions, the economic opportunities available to local 
residents, and community and individual well-being. 
 
Decades of fire suppression during the 20th century combined with past timber management 
practices and a sharp reduction in active management beginning in the early 1990s created a 
densely forested landscape throughout the Blue Mountains. Frequent appeals and litigation 
during the 1990s and 2000s slowed the USFS’s efforts to implement projects aimed at reducing 
hazardous fuel loads in the area. As a result, the landscape has become highly vulnerable to 
damage from wildfires, insects and diseases. Wildfires are more frequent, larger, and more 
intense, with catastrophic crown fires now common in areas that previously experienced less 
damaging fires. The shift away from intensive timber production in the region’s national forests 
has contributed to a decline in employment opportunities in the forest products industry, as 
well as in service and retail sectors linked to forest products jobs. The long-term viability of the 
region’s forest products processing infrastructure, as reflected in mill and processing facility 
closures, is at stake as well. 
 
Collaborative relationships established between community-based groups and the national 
forests in the Blue Mountains have helped reduce the gridlock that brought active forest 
management to a near-halt in the late 1990s. However, the total area treated is small relative 
to the need for active restoration and the level of harvest needed to provide a sufficient volume 
of forest products for economic sustainability. Roughly 34 percent of the area outside of 
wildernesses in the four national forests in the Blue Mountains region, or roughly 1.2 million 
acres, is in need of active restoration (USDA Forest Service 2013). 
 
In 2013, the USFS Region 6 initiated the Eastside Accelerated Restoration Strategy as a means 
to increase the pace and scale at which restoration occurs in the Blue Mountains. The strategy 
envisions designing very large (100,000 to 300,000 acres) but tightly focused interventions 
along with an accelerated process for meeting NEPA planning requirements. The initial three 
projects include: 1) roughly 90,000 acres of restoration projects in the Lower Joseph Canyon on 
the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, 2) a coordinated set of strategic fuel treatments 
encompassing all four forests, and 3) a large-scale effort to restore dry fire-adapted forests 
across the four forests. 
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Appendix 3. Forest Collaboratives in the Blue Mountains Region 
 
The emergence of forest collaboratives: Over the past two decades, collaborative partnerships 
between the USFS and community-based forest stakeholders have become an important tool 
for overcoming the barriers to fuels reduction projects, timber sales, and other active 
management projects on national forests throughout the western United States (Charnley et al. 
2013). Key national legislation supportive of collaboration between communities and the 
national forests include the National Environmental Policy Act (1969) and the Healthy Forests 
Restoration Act (2003). More recently, the Forest Landscape Restoration Act enacted as Title IV 
of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 established the Collaborative Forest 
Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP) to encourage collaboration at landscape scales. Among 
the four national forests in the Blue Mountains ecoregion, only the Malheur National Forest is a 
pilot in the CFLRP.  The 2012 Planning Rule, which guides the development of new national 
forest plans, requires collaboration during all phases of the planning process. The State of 
Oregon actively supports forest collaboratives as well. It has allocated several million dollars to 
provide technical assistance and capacity building support to forest collaboratives throughout 
the state. 
 
Sustained and active participation of forest collaboratives in project-level planning discussions 
is widely believed to have reduced the number of appeals and objections to national forest 
decisions (Oregon Solutions 2013). However, research demonstrating a clear causal relationship 
between the presence of forest collaboratives and reductions in appeals is scarce (Summers 
2014).  Nonetheless, case studies suggest that collaboratives have played a positive role in 
reducing barriers to active forest management by providing venues where stakeholders are 
able to build relationships of trust, identify “zones of agreement” on forest management 
actions, and contribute local ecological knowledge in the design of forest management projects 
(Charnley et al. 2013). 
 
Forest collaboratives in the Blue Mountains: The Blue Mountains are home to a number of 
collaborative groups actively engaged in planning – and to a lesser extent, implementing and 
monitoring – forest restoration projects on nearby national forests. 
 
 Northeastern Blue Mountains: Wallowa Resources, which was established in 1996, was 
the first group to begin working collaboratively with the USFS on restoration projects in 
the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest (Davis et al. 2010). The collaborative partnership 
succeeded in helping identify zones of agreement between stakeholders with divergent 
values, and resulted in several timber sales and stewardship contracts that were not 
appealed (Jones and Christoffersen 2014). In 2012, Wallowa Resources and its partners 
supported the establishment of the WWFC to take on the task of providing input on 
landscape-scale forest restoration projects on the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 
(Oregon Solutions 2013). 
 
 Western Blue Mountains: The first collaborative group engaged in forest restoration in 
the western Blue Mountains was the Central Oregon Partnership for Wildfire Risk 
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Reduction (COPWRR). Created in 2001, the COPWRR has focused on using collaborative 
processes to identify ways to reduce wildfire risk in the Deschutes and Ochoco National 
Forests (Oregon Solutions 2013). In 2012, the COPWRR helped establish the Ochoco 
Forest Restoration Collaborative, whose activities focus on restoration in the Ochocho 
National Forest (Oregon Solutions 2013). 
 
 Southern Blue Mountains: The Blue Mountains Forest Partners was established in 2006. 
It has collaborated extensively with the Malheur National Forest on projects located in 
the northern part of the forest. The Harney County Forest Collaborative was created in 
2008. It focuses on projects in the southern part of the Malheur National forest and is 
supported through an initiative of the High Desert Biodiversity Partners. Together, the 
Blue Mountains Forest Partners and the Harney County Forest Collaborative have 
provided input on the design of a number of Malheur National Forest projects that have 
not been appealed (Oregon Solutions 2013). 
 
 North Central Blue Mountains: The Umatilla Forest Collaborative Group emerged in 
2011 to participate in guiding forest management on the Umatilla National Forest 
(Oregon Solutions 2013). The North Fork of the John Day Watershed Council hosts the 
Umatilla Forest Collaborative Group. 
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Appendix 4. Social Network Analysis Overview 
 
Social network analysis (SNA) is an exploratory research method used to understand social 
networks comprised of a set of groups or individuals, their characteristics, and relations. In a 
social network, relations between the groups or individuals create the structure of a network, 
while characteristics of the individuals or groups indicate the network composition (Bodin & 
Prell 2011). The goal of social network analysis is to describe network relation patterns and 
explain the consequences or outcomes of these patterns. 
 
Theories and methods of social network analysis stem from multiple disciplines but are heavily 
influenced by relational and network theories in sociology and mathematics. The application of 
graph theory to the study of social networks permits a visual depiction and quantitative analysis 
of the network (Scott & Carrington 2011). Collectively, these theories seek to explain how the 
relationships between network members generate certain social or economic outcomes. 
Through using this approach, a group or individual’s position in a social network is associated 
with certain challenges, opportunities, and perceptions. A group or individual’s position within 
a network influences how the group or individual is shaped by or shapes others’ actions. From a 
network perspective, relational patterns are as important as group or individual characteristics 
in impacting behaviors or views (Scott & Carrington 2011). Analysis of this relational effect at a 
network level helps identify macro patterns that can explain certain collective outcomes. SNA 
has been employed to better understand dynamics of power, influence, cohesion, and 
mobilization, among others in applications like policy networks, social movements, trade 
networks, and increasingly natural resource management governance (Bodin 
 & Prell 2011; Knoke & Yang 2008; Scott 1991; Scott & Carrington 2011) 
 
A simple advice network (Figure 1) provides an illustration of social network analysis. Advice 
relations are depicted by arrowed lines. For example, the arrow between Mary and Ann 
indicates that Ann is seeking advice from Mary.4 
Characteristics or network composition are indicated 
by size, shape, and color, of actor nodes. An analysis 
of network structures and patterns might conclude 
that with a high number of ties or in degrees, Fred 
likely influences the dominant views of the group. 
Ann who holds an indirect relation to Fred and is part 
of a separate subgroup is more likely to introduce 
novel views or ideas. The introduction of these new 
views are more likely to occur through Mary who 
bridges the subgroups, and if accepted, to be more effectively distributed by Fred. While much 
                                                             
4 The symbolization convention used in social network diagrams is somewhat counter-intuitive. For example, in 
Figure 1, the base of the arrow is located on the circle or square symbolizing the person seeking advice and the 
head points toward the circle or square symbolizing the person from whom advice is sought. Thus, Ann is seeking 
advice from Mary rather than providing advice to Mary. Likewise, both Henry and Jack seek advice from Fred, as 
well as from each other. Mary also seeks advice from Fred but Fred does not seek advice from any of the persons 
depicted in this network.   
Figure 1 – Example advice network 
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of SNA focuses on network structure, network composition can also be significant to outcomes 
and implications. Here it appears gender (indicated by color and shape) and possibly age 
(indicated by size) influences the formation of subgroups and directions of relations. 
 
SNA has three main approaches to exploring social networks: 1) Identifying whether or not a 
network exists, 2) identifying and describing an ego network, or 3) identifying and describing a 
full network. Analysis of an ego networks consists of identifying a focal actor, and including 
those actors that are directly connected to the focal actor (Figure 2). Phase one of the Blues 
Stewardship project focuses on describing the ego networks of the five forest collaboratives in 
the Blue Mountains ecoregion. In contrast to an ego network analysis, a full network analysis 
examines a complete network of all actors (rather than just a focal actor) having a specified 
relation (for example, information sharing) within a set boundary (Figure 3). Phase II, which 
seeks to understand the communication network amongst forest stakeholders in the Blue 
Mountains ecoregion will focus on a full network analysis. 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Increasingly, SNA is being employed to explain and inform structures and patterns of natural 
resource governance. Challenges associated with conventional command-and-control 
governance with its focus on optimization and prediction has created growing interest in 
developing dynamic, adaptive, and collaborative governance approaches that match the 
complexity of dynamic ecosystems (Ostrom 1990, 2005). This shift requires an understanding of 
not only biophysical systems, but also the related social systems.  
 
SNA is useful for developing an understanding of social systems in order to better facilitate 
collaboration and learning amongst governance actors. For example, in support of 
collaboration, SNA is useful in identifying relevant stakeholders, power structures, 
communication gaps, and identifying actors in advantageous positions to facilitate 
communication and build social capital (trust). In support of learning and experimentation, SNA 
can reveal subgroups with diverse knowledge bases, as well as identify those actors, who 
facilitate knowledge sharing, and introduce or diffuse new ideas. Lastly, SNA has proven useful 
in elucidating resource mobilization networks (Bodin & Prell 2011). 
 
  
Figure 2: Ego Network Figure 3: Full Network 
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FOR MORE INFORMATION 
 
Dr. Rebecca McLain 
Institute for Sustainable Solutions 
Portland State University 
Ph: 971-570-3294 
Email: mclainrj@pdx.edu 
 
Dr. Lee Cerveny 
USDA Forest Service, PNW Research Station 
Ph: 206-732-7832 
Email: lcerveny@fs.fed.us 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
